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1.0  INTRODUCTION/OVERVIEW

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Regions I and II (EPA), and the U.S. Army Corps of

Engineers, New England District (the Corps), are proceeding with the preparation of an Environmental

Impact Statement (EIS) in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The EIS will

consider the potential designation of one or more dredged material disposal sites in the waters of Long

Island Sound (LIS) under Section 102(c) of the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act

(MPRSA) and 40 CFR 230.80 of EPA's regulations under section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).

Prior to making a decision on designation, the EPA is required to evaluate the environmental and

socioeconomic impacts of a range of alternatives for disposal of dredged material in the waters of LIS. In

conducting this evaluation, NEPA requires that the public be given the opportunity for input in the scoping

of analyses and review of the EIS.

At public workshops held in April 2000 in Port Jefferson, NY and Groton, CT, the public was invited to

participate in working groups in the development of the LIS Dredged Material Disposal Site Designation

EIS.   Those who volunteered were subsequently invited to attend a meeting to be held in Old Lyme, CT

on July 19, 2000.  The meeting was arranged by Ann Rodney, EPA by a notice dated June 20, 2000

(Appendix A).  As noted in this announcement the Corps and EPA decided that there will be only one

working group to discuss all topics.  This is the first working group meeting since the April meetings in

Port Jefferson and Groton.

The purpose of the meeting was to present and discuss the economic and environmental approaches

(agenda included in Appendix A) being taken to: the selection of alternatives to be analyzed in the EIS;

the information to be analyzed in the characterization of the existing environment; the no action

alternative; and the analysis of impacts.

Twenty seven individuals attended (Appendix D).

Ann Rodney facilitated the meeting and began with a brief discussion about the evaluation criteria scoring

ballots that were received which had been provided at the April workshop.  Many had commented that the

criteria chosen in the ballots were appropriate but that the scoring was unclear.  Ann indicated that the

scoring will not be used as a statistical measure but as a theme or an overview.  Also, we need more

diversity from marine and environmental interests on the working group.  There may be some recruitment

effort to bring in more diversity.



J:\Pubs\mw97\Projects\9000184\2000-WG07-1\all.doc 2-1

2.0  DISCUSSION

Following each presentation the floor was opened to questions, comments and other discussion.

Questions raised and comments made by working group are shown in italics and responses, if given, in

normal type face.  In some instances no responses were necessary and the comments will be considered

in the development of the EIS.  The morning session covered the approach to the economic analyses and

the afternoon session, the approach to the environmental analyses.  During the discussion those issues

not directly related to the economics or environmental areas were also recorded and are included at the

end of this section.

Following the meeting a draft copy of this report was distributed to the working group.  Three responses

were received and are included in Appendix E.  Revisions to text, in response to comments received, are

bracketed by asterisks (*) and printed in bold type to highlight where changes have been made.

2.1 ECONOMICS

Ed O’Leary, Corps of Engineers, New England District presented the major tasks related to economic

analyses (a copy of the complete presentation is included in Appendix C):

1.  Identification of Navigation Dependent Facilities – 100% Coverage

2.  Survey of Facilities – Phone, mail, in person

3.  Determination of Dredging Needs and Future Quantities

4.  Estimate Economic Significance of Navigation Dependent Facilities – Model

5.  Conduct Analysis of Socioeconomic Impacts of Disposal

6. Prepare Economic Appendix and Socioeconomic Portions of DEIS

Economic Discussion:

1.  Who will do the economic studies?

Potentially WEFA, a subcontractor with ENSR, will do the modeling with support on the survey work from

ENSR.  WEFA is a firm based in Washington DC who is highly qualified for this type of work and has

recent experience in a study of the viability of developing a post-Panamax port operation at Quonset Pt.

RI.
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2.  Can the work group review the economic subcontractor’s qualifications.  Can they get
background information or at least have input to the RFP?

Contracting regulations do not permit public involvement in the contractor selection process.  Once the

contractor is on board then the workgroup can discuss the effort.  The work plan for economic studies has

been distributed and may be reviewed and commented on by contacting EPA or the Corps.  This work

plan constitutes the scope of work.

3.  Will a cost/benefit analysis be done for a clean vs dirty LIS?  Does WEFA have this capability?

ENSR will be doing the environmental analysis and potentially WEFA the economic modeling work.  The

objective of the economic work is to estimate the economic significance of navigation dependent

industries to the regional economy.  The environmental analyses will address the environmental effect of

dredged material disposal in open water compared to other alternatives.

4.  There is concern for the economic impact on fishing, property values, recreation, etc.  if
dredging stops or is greatly diminished.  What will the economic impact be for the no-
dredging project condition?

The current study will evaluate the no-action scenario which means that no disposal sites would be

designated.  The EPA and the Corps recognize that a no open water site designation would greatly

reduce dredging in LIS.  The economic effects of reduced or no dredging will be assessed as a result of

no open water sites being designated.

5.   There is a lot of concern about the lack of dredging due to costs, regulatory matters, seasonal
restrictions and increasing standards.

No response is required here, however this issue will be evaluated in the EIS.

6.  What about non-commercial dredging such as private property owners?  How will they be
identified?  Also, there are boat launching ramps that are not commercial or government
owned.  Are ferries, including the high speed ferry included?  Also, some properties have been
subdivided and now have several owners.

All dredging dependent facilities, including privately owned, will be included in the analysis.  Existing

databases and inquiries may locate the majority of facilities including private.  Historical permit records

will show ownerships.
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7.  100% of existing facilities will be surveyed.  What about the future?

The EPA and the Corps will factor in future dredging plans for the surveyed facilities.  The EIS will also

review permit applications pending, and community coastal area management, harbor management and

master plans in the identification of potential future needs.

8.  Connecticut River dredged material is not currently going to LIS sites.  In the future riverine
dumping will not be allowed.  This is a major navigation channel.  Will the economic study
cover the Connecticut River?

The Connecticut River, below Hartford, will be included as part of this study.  The EIS will factor in

*potential changes in policies related to riverine, upland disposal and other historic practices that
may no longer be feasible.*

9.  A reality check is needed for the questionnaire to be used.  Experience shows that respondents
may not bother or may respond in a way to influence decisions to their benefit.  Make it simple
and try it out on someone unfamiliar with the study.  The questions may lead with a cost such
as what would you do if the dredging cost was a $ X per cubic yard.  Using zero is as
unrealistic as is a high number. The economic results may show overinflated estimates from
the surveys which may result in very large disposal needs.  The costs may be so high that
projects may be pushed off into the future.  There is a concern that the questionnaire could be
flawed yielding statistical errors.  What is the quality control for the survey?  Some people will
not talk to the surveyors.

We may use a range of costs. We need to get a clear picture of what the dredging needs are regardless

of costs as well as a prediction of what dredging will likely be done at different cost levels. If there is a

perception that the result may put them out of business then their response, if any, will not be realistic.

We plan to test the questions in a pilot study before general use

10.  Academic institutions (e.g. University of Michigan, University of Oregon) have tried and true
economic models including those for small harbors. Why not use those?   Also, there have
been economic studies done for LIS.

The subcontractor will check existing studies and model results from others.

11.   There is a continuous ratcheting of criteria up or down.  One disposal site may work now but
not be allowed later.  The criteria and testing keeps changing.  This needs to be a factor in the
economic evaluation.

The costs of testing will be taken into account within the economic information.



J:\Pubs\mw97\Projects\9000184\2000-WG07-1\all.doc 2-4

12.  The economic study must look at the life cycle over 20, 30, 50 years.  Work everything back to
present value.

That approach is used by the Corps.  *A 25-year period is a standard used by the Corps.*  An

economic projection to year 2025 is envisioned.

13.  Energy costs are important and must be factored into the life cycle model.

Energy costs, as factored into the costs of disposal (e.g. transportation costs) are included in the

analyses.

14.  Rising sea level must be factored into the life cycle economics.  Erosion and a 1 ft sea rise in
50 to 100 years may reduce dredging or increase it.  Someone may have to revisit the
economic model every few years to make adjustments.

15.  Environmental windows are getting smaller and restrict dredging.  Type of equipment and size
is important. Local dredgers have a backlog of projects to complete in a short timeframe.

Suitability of dredged material is a factor.  We need to estimate the suitability for volume projections.

Most material is maintenance.  There is a need to link dredging needs to the economic model.

16.  There is a major concern about the deep draft harbors.  Some have national security
importance.  Subs at New London and Groton are critical.  This has to be factored into the
model.

This will be considered in the economic analysis regarding need for the designation of disposal site(s).

17.  What is the timeframe or scale for the economic study?  Eventually LIS will fill in.  Western LIS
has unsuitable material now.  Capping material is getting harder to find at a reasonable price.
Shoreline development seems to be increasing sediments into LIS.

Normally economic evaluations look at a 20 to 25 year timeframe. For some harbors with high siltation

rates, a few years is important in others it’s 20 or more years.

18.  Will there be a matrix of all factors used in the economic model?  This should be done, then
prioritized.  If this is not possible then there may have to be several models.  It is suggested
that the factors be presented and let the work group prioritize them.

The economics experts plan to meet with the group prior to the survey process.
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19.  Connecticut DEP should be involved in the economic evaluations.

NY and CT will have input to the economic evaluations.

20.  There is a limit on the amount of dredged material that can reasonably be removed.  There are
three dredging contractors and limited environmental windows which seriously constrain
what can happen.

This will be considered in refinement of the economic approach.

21.  Look at the history of dredging.  It is limited by cost.  Less will be done in the future.  The
questionnaire will be meaningless.

Comment is noted.

22.  As the price for dredging goes up actual dredging goes down.  Some hope that it get it goes
high enough so that upland disposal becomes feasible.  The cost per cubic yard controls.  At
some point it reaches a level where dredging stops.

This is a critical relationship in the economic model.  The model will attempt to establish the relationship

between the cost of dredging and quantities to be dredged.  This result will then feed back into the

regional impact model to assess the impact of dredging on the local economies.

23.  As costs go up boat owners change their lifestyle.  The outer Mamaroneck Harbor used to be
full and now it is empty.   All costs are going up including dredging.  Marinas will go out of
business.  In NJ a number of marinas have become single homes.  The cycle of dredging is
important and varies considerably from harbor to harbor.

Comment is noted.

24.  Maintaining LIS’ deep ports is a must.  This is needed to keep navigation safe and keep oil
prices from going up due to offloading and other measures.  Other ports are going deeper to
40 or 50 feet.  CT ports are having a hard time maintaining 35 feet.  Maintenance is needed just
to remain competitive.

Comment is noted.
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25.  Real estate values have remained somewhat level.  Conversions to condos should not be an
issue due to restrictions.  If marinas go out of business the property would probably go to
single-family or two-family *residential units*.

Comment is noted.

26.  Will the economic analysis consider the case where shipping shuts down and alternative
transportation is substituted?

Yes.

*27.  Comment received after the meeting – The Sound has a significant number of small boat
harbors and small commercial facilities.  This needs to be emphasized in the economic review.

The economic analysis, will cover 100% of the dredging dependent facilities including small boat
harbors and other commercial facilities.*

2.2 ENVIRONMENTAL

Dave Tomey, EPA Region 1, presented an overview of environmental studies (a copy of the presentation

is included in Appendix C)  The major points are:

1.  Open Water Sites

2.  Upland/Beneficial Use Sites

3.  Evaluation of Treatment Technologies

Drew Carey, Coastal Vision, presented an overview of activities related to finfish (copy of presentation

included in Appendix C).  The major points are:

Environmental Evaluation – finfish

1. Fisheries Resources – CT DEP data available as well as NY, RI and NMFS.  A NOAA report was

just released for 1984 –94.  There is a better method of bottom classification as it relates to

finfish utilization.  The CT trawl data does not cover all areas of LIS. Some areas can not be

trawled because of fixed gear, bottom conditions etc.  They use a 1 mile by 2 mile grid.  Results

are grouped by areas of similar physical conditions.  Our study will supplement the CT DEP work.

2. Bioaccumulation
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3. Fishing Activities – The questionnaire has been developed but we don’t anticipate much work

during the summer when fishermen are busy.  We will try to work through the various

organizations to get results.

Finfish Questions and Discussion

1.  Are you using NMFS data?  There is trawl data for Gardners Bay and Block Island Sound, none
of their trawls sample into LIS proper.

2.  What are you measuring for bioaccumulation?

For winter flounder – liver and fillet.  Other fish – just fillet.  We are measuring bones for Strontium 90.

3.  Is sampling for one day or over time?

These will be single event snapshots.  A second sampling will take place in both June and September.

4.  What if that one fish just came from somewhere else?  How will you know?

We will not be able to determine where each fish spends its life, however, if we found uniform results all

over the sound then we won’t do more samples.  We will be archiving extra samples and can always

analyze these frozen samples to get more data.  When we review the results we can look at the lobster,

benthic and sediment results as well.  If all show a certain level then there would be a probable

connection.  Any source of data should not be considered by itself but in combination with others.

5.  Why aren’t you using reproductive organs in the bioaccumulation work?  There is a global
concern for chemical disposal (estrogen types) which impact reproduction in animals.  This
should be part of the EIS.

The liver is usually the best indicator since contaminants tend to be retained there.  Fillets are used for

assessing public health.  The endocrine– disrupter estrogen effects are related to sewage outflows not

dredged material disposal.  This will not be included in the EIS.  EPA does not have enough

dose/response data to evaluate risk of potential endocrine disrupting chemicals.

6.  Fishers Island representatives are pleased that the analysis will look at flounder.  Flounder
spend most of their time in the sediments and should pick up material if it is there.

Comment noted.
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7.  At the New London site there must be prop wash impacts at the site.  Submarines from the
base transit directly over the site about 36 feet down.  The dump site is only 15 feet below very
large props.  We should consider the impact of the prop wash on the bottom.

*Further detail on this comment may be found in a letter received from Fishers Island
Conservancy, Inc included in Appendix E*.  Prop wash will be a consideration in the analysis of

impacts of dredged material disposal in LIS.

Dr. David Mitchell, ENSR, presented a summary of the studies to evaluate Benthic Resources and

Lobsters.  The major points are (copy of presentation included in Appendix C):

Lobster Tissue Collection:

1.  Purpose of Collection and Analysis

2.  Lobster Health Issues

3.  Sampling Locations

4.  Lobster Collection

5.  Tissue Data Comparisons

6.  Lobster Collection Schedule

Benthic Tissue Collection:

1. Purpose of Collection and Analysis

2.  Survey Location

3.  Benthic Fauna Collection

4.  Benthic Tissue Analysis

5.  Tissue Data Comparisons/Uses

6.  Benthic Collection Results

7.  Supporting Benthic Investigations

Dave Tomey added that all analyses are tied together (i.e., sediment triad of toxicity testing, Sediment

chemistry, and benthic community analyses).  The sediment, lobster, fish, and benthic work follow good

sampling design.  The combined results provide good information and follow a tried and true approach.
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Benthic Resource and Lobster Approach Questions and Discussion

1.  Are you sampling only at dump sites?  Dredged material disposed at a site  may bring in life
from elsewhere (clams from Five-Mile River) that may be unrepresentative of conditions at the
site.  Also, sediments (and the chemicals they contain) coming in from rivers may be causing
impacts that are blamed on dredged material disposal.  What you are measuring may not be
correct.

We have years of records of dredging operations and many sources of data from several trophic (feeding)

levels (i.e., benthos, lobster, finfish).  We are also sampling reference sites away from the disposal sites.

We are confident that we are measuring ambient levels at reference locations and are able to isolate the

impacts of disposal sites.

2.  Lobster sampling seems to be concentrated in western LIS.  There is shell disease in lobsters
in the eastern LIS.  Will the sampling cover the shell disease?  Dr. Prince from the University of
Maine could contribute to the effort.  There is a higher incidence of shell disease near the New
London disposal site.  The RI lobstermen found shell problems near a Navy disposal site.

Bioaccumulation work does a lot of analyses on a few samples.  Assessment of the shell disease problem

requires a much larger sample than we can provide via bioaccumulation sampling (up to 25 per site).  We

will do a visual check on the samples we do take and results will be publically available.

3.  A more scientific approach is to investigate what dredgers are doing – where the material is
coming from and where it is going.

Dredgers will be interviewed regarding many aspects of the existing environment and impacts analyses.

4.  There seem to be many studies going on.  Is everyone talking to each other to avoid
redundancy?  We need a strategic plan -–not just dredging and disposal.

The purpose of this EIS is to collect and analyze sufficient information to determine the environmental

and socioeconomic impacts of the decision to designate an open water site(s) for disposal of dredged

material in LIS.  This is not a comprehensive dredged material management plan.  We are sharing the

information collected and analyzed with others conducting analyses for other purposes.

5. Between sampling events other activities are taking place which could impact the results.

We are sampling at recently active and historic disposal sites to get a “snapshot” of current conditions.

We are aware of the activities and will consider them as needed.
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6.  Normal harbor activities resuspend sediments all the time.  Resuspended contaminated
material must be impacting LIS and probably more than disposal sites (capped or uncapped).

7.  After all of these studies what do we get?

The current studies are to gather baseline data.  This had to be done now to meet our EIS timeline and

move into the site screening and impact analysis phase.

8.  Will there be testing in shallow areas and testing in harbors?

The purpose of these studies is disposal site designation.  The “no-action” alternative is the absence of a

designated disposal site(s).  We are not looking at specific projects and will therefore not test in harbors

or other areas that are not disposal sites or potential disposal areas.

9.  Will the benthic and lobster studies measure uptake from disposal sites?

Yes.  However, lobster and finfish will have less correlation than benthic or sediment results because they

are more mobile.

10.  You should sample historic disposal sites that are closer to sources of dredged material.

If they are identified through the screening process as candidate sites then more work may be done on

them.

11.  Are you going to look at many disposal sites or just a few?

We are hoping to come up with just a few sites, although these would be screened from a greater number

of sites.

2.3 OTHER TOPICS

During the discussions of the agenda topics other issues were brought up that did not fit into the

economic or environmental categories but were pertinent to the LIS EIS work:

1.  How do you factor timing into ocean work?  Distance is not as important as transit time.  Some
disposal sites may be closer than others but the transit time could be significantly high
because of fighting the tides.

This is an important issue for alternative disposal site evaluations, not the economic survey and modeling

or environmental testing and analyses.

2.  Capping is an issue.  Since LIS is shallow it is feasible.
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3.  There are flyovers (photos) that can be used to show development impacts.  New London just
completed a survey (GIS).  Groton also has GIS.

4.  Why are there so many disposal restrictions on the Connecticut River?

EPA and the Corps indicated that there have been land ownership changes.  New owners are not as

friendly on land disposal.  EPA and the Corps have also imposed some restrictions due to material

suitability or impacts on habitat.

5.  Federal funding has an impact on what dredging will be done.  Political issues can pass or fail.
How much government help is realistic?  Can not see the government helping the marinas.

It is important to find out what is important today related to funding.  We can use a range for the future.

We recognize that large amounts of government funding can have major impacts on directions and the

economics.

6.  Most dredging is maintenance.  There is very little improvement dredging.  Corps and DEP
records will show this.  However, the footprint of dredging is more important than the
volumes.

7.  Our “wants” have become our “needs”.  Someone’s “wants” may not be a “need”.  There will
be differences of opinion.

8. Population projections should be used?  There are major population changes along the
waterfront.  Changes are not necessarily following plans.

9.  For the upland disposal alternative – will the high water content of the material, dewatering,
land impacts be factored into the costs?  Also, there is a need to assess availability of land
and dewatering space.

Yes.  Each individual disposal alternative will include a cost estimate for all factors including processing

and handling.

10.  It is hard to get a permit from CT DEP for hydraulic dredging due to high turbidity etc.  If sand
and gravel are found then CT calls it mining and wants payment. We can’t win.   CT dredge
areas are mostly mud whereas NY has lots of sand and gravel.

11.  Who will pay.  The cost of testing material is high.   If it has to go upland it will get too
expensive to dredge therefore the contaminated material will stay in the harbor.  Distance to
sites may be based on a willingness to pay rather than miles.
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We will look at how many sites we need and what reasonable distances there are.  There are about 20

historic sites that were closed down to 3 in the 1980’s.  To minimize impact to the environment, we prefer

to reduce the number of sites rather than increase them but we will consider the other historic sites in the

site selection process.

12.  If the results of these studies show that sites are not good and that open water disposal in LIS
is no longer available don’t you have to change the EIS to a no-dredge alternative.  Dredging
will stop if there are no economical disposal sites. As a result you should consider the impact
of the contaminated material that will remain exposed and continue to accumulate in LIS.  This
impact would be a factor even if just one disposal site is shut down.

The EIS will address the impact of no designation of disposal site(s) in LIS which have a secondary effect

of reduced dredging.   To some extent, the above concern should be addressed through the development

of a comprehensive dredged material management plan.  The testing and evaluation of each harbor is

beyond the scope of  this EIS.

13.  Have you ruled out ocean sites?

No, they will be considered in our site screening process.

14.  What is next step?

Notes from this meeting will be distributed in late August.  We will start physical oceanography work in

September.  There will be no site screening before September.  We will schedule the next working group

meeting when we have something to report.  There is a lag time between data collection and the analysis.

15.  Are you going to look at mitigation?

Yes.  Mitigation such as seasonal restrictions will be addressed in the site monitoring plans for each site

will be included in the EIS.

16.  Safety of seamen must be considered.  Don’t force disposal into the winter months.

17.  You have to consider the no-dredge impact.  It is getting impossible to dredge anymore.  You
have to address the economic impact of this.  The dredging business will go down.

This will be considered as a secondary impact of the no open water site designation.

18.  Will the GIS work be for the entire LIS or be site specific?

The GIS coverage will be for the entire LIS and as needed for site evaluation.
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19.  What about island creation?  Is that an option?

We may look at land extensions etc. and review studies done by the Corps in the 80’s.  There are,

however, major concerns about loss of wetlands which may make island creation difficult to impossible to

implement.

20.  Could dredged material targeted for upland disposal be used for things such as airfield
construction?

The geotechnical properties of dredged material limit its uses as an engineering material.  Uses will be

evaluated in the EIS.

21.  What about thermal technologies where bricks are made from dredged material?

Brookhaven Lab is doing evaluations of this for the New York District of the Corps and the EPA.  This and

other treatment technologies will be evaluated in the EIS.

22.  The sediment quality is the result of historic dumping and present owners who inherit this
material should not have to pay for it’s high cost.  The agencies (states) that allowed this
dumping should pay.  Also, you have to address the upland changes that cause problems in
the harbors.  As population grows so will these impacts and the dredging issues will
continue.



J:\Pubs\mw97\Projects\9000184\2000-WG07-1\all.doc 3-1

3.0  WRAP-UP

Ann Rodney announced that a draft of the notes of the meeting would be distributed for comment.  Three

comment letters were received and are included in Appendix E.  As indicated in the introduction to the

previous section, some revisions have been made in response to those comments.
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Long Island Sound Dredged Material Disposal EIS
Working Group Meeting

Connecticut DP, Marine Headquarters
Old Lyme, CT
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ATTENDEES

Last Name

First
Name and

MI Affiliation Address Phone No. FAX/EMAIL

Brewer Jack Brewer Yacht Yards 155 East Boston
Post Rd.
Mamaronock, NY
10543

914-698-0295 Jack@byy.com

Bryan Barry Fishers Island
Conservancy

Box 197 Fishers
Island NY  06390

631-788-7166 631-788-7466

Cashin Vincent CT. State Marine Pilots 500 Waterfront St
New Haven CT
06512, 9
Nottingham Dr.,
Old Lyme, CT

203-468-0255,
860-434-0398

860-434-1441,
ctpilot@erols.com

Chytalo Karen NYSDEC E. Setawket, NY 631-444-0468 knchytal@gw.dec.s
tate.ny.us

D'Estand Nancy Citizens Against
Riveredge Exploration
(CARE)

PO Box 602, Old
Mystic, CT  06378

860-536-3325

Fromer Robert PO Box 697, New
London, CT  06320

RFROMER@snet.
net

Gash William Connecticut Maritime
Coalition, Inc.

165 State Street,
Suite 402, New
London CT  06330

860-448-2000
Ext. 13

860-437-8310,
bgash@msn.com

Jones Keith Brookhaven National
Laboratory

Brookhaven
National
Laboratory, Bldg
901A Upton NY
11973

631-344-4588 kwj@bnl.gov

Karel Bradford Marin Environmental,
Inc.

7 Island Dock
Road, Haddam CT
06438

860-345-4578 bradk@marinenv.c
om

Kelly Allen and
Bo

PO Box 166,
Fishers Island, NY
06390

631-788-7830 Bkelly6313@aol.co
m

Kral Rick Beacon Point
Marine/CME-CMTA

49 River Road,
Cos Cob CT
06807

203-661-4033 CKRAL@javanet.c
om
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Malloy Janet Thames Dredge and
Dock

PO Box 791, New
London, CT  06320

860-437-7546

McGinley Rick Grove Beach Pt. Assn,
West Bank CT

92 High Street
Portland CT 06480

860-342-1325

McMahon John Bruce and Johnsons
Marina

37 Whiting Farm
Road, Branford CT
06405

203-488-8329 203-488-5010

McMichael Howard McMichael Yacht Yards 914-381-5900

McPherson John Spicer's Marinas 93 Marsh Road,
Noank CT 06340

860-536-1246

Natchez Daniel Daniel A. Natchez &
Associates, ROW, CHA

916 East Boston
Post Road,
Mamaronock NY
10543

914-698-5678 914-698-7321

Purnell Marguerite Fishers Island
Conservancy

5 Old Litchfield
Road, Washington
CT 06793

860-868-6624 860-868-6042,
Mpurnell@snet.net

Reiser Matt Marin Environmental,
Inc.

7 Island Dock
Road, Haddam CT
06438

860-345-4578 mreiser@marinenv.
com

Sailer Edward Sailer Environmental Inc.
and Connecticut Marine
Trades Assoc.

One Orchard Park
Rd. PO Box 21,
Madison CT
06443

203-245-7744 203-245-2422,
sailerct@connix.co
m

Schieferdecker Walter Associated Dock
Builders, Essex Island
Marina, Essex, CT

Foot of Ferry Street
Essex CT 06426

860-767-1267 860-767-0075

Shadel Bill Save the Sound, Inc. 203-327-9786 wshadel@zoo.uvm.
edu

Spicer Bill Spicer's Marinas 860-536-4978

Thalhauser Jenifer Save the Sound, Inc. 203-327-9786 savethesound@
snet.net

Thatcher John Fishers Island, NY 631-788-7021
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Tristine Marty 100 Waterfront St.,
New Haven, CT

203-468-4330 203-469-0905,
mtristin@logistec.
com

Westerson Grant CT Marine Trades Assn. 20 Plain Road
Essex CT  06426-
1501

860-767-2645 860-767-3559
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